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Comments on the proposed confirmation of unavailability of the name Fusus Helbling, 
1779 (Mollusca, Gastropoda) 

(Case 2729; see BZN 48: 92-96, 244-246) 

(1) Barry Roth 

Research Associate, Museum of Paleontology, University of California, San Francisco, 
US. A. 

I write in support of the application by Petit & Wilson regarding the availability of 
the putative genus-group name Fusus Helbling, 1 779. The crucial point is made in para. 
10 (BZN 48: 93): the name cannot continue to be accepted for one purpose (as a senior 
homonym of Fusus Bruguiere, 1789) and rejected for another (as a senior subjective 
synonym of Colubraria Schumacher, 1817 and Cumia Bivona-Bernardi, 1838); such a 
split requires action by the Commission. 

The suggestion of BZN 48: 94, para. 1 7, a ruling that Fusus Helbling is unavailable, is 
a reasonable solution. Partisans of the name Fusinus Rafinesque/ 1815, which would 
fall as a junior objective synonym of Fusus Bruguiere, 1789, would undoubtedly prefer 
another form of solution, but in any event action by the Commission is warranted. 

(2) A.G. Beu 

DSIR Geology and Geophysics, P.O. Box 30368, Lower Hutt, New Zealand 
B.A. Marshall 

National Museum of New Zealand, P.O. Box 467 , Wellington, New Zealand 
W.F. Ponder 

Australian Museum, P.O. Box A285, Sydney South, New South Wales 2000, Australia 

We should like to comment on the case of Fusus Helbling, 1779. We have seen the 
comment by Prof Emily Vokes (BZN 48: 245-246) and essentially agree with her, 
although we go a little further with our alternative proposals. 

In our opinion the question of availability of the name Fusus Helbling, 1779, as 
presented by Petit & Wilson (BZN 48: 92-96), is largely irrelevant to the main question 
of nomenclatural stability inherent in their case. By far the major point of stability at 
issue here is that, since Dali ( 1 906) advocated the adoption of Fusinus Rafinesque, 1815 
in place of Fusus Bruguiere, 1789, the usage of Fusinus in this sense has become the 
normal, thoroughly accepted practice by 100% of malacologists and palaeontologists. 
The genus group now universally known as Fusinus comprises several large. 
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spectacular, tropical Indo-West Pacific species, and consequently Fusinus has been 
used as the valid name in many scientific papers and a large number of popular books 
during this century. Petit & Wilson are swimming against a very strong tide of well 
established usage and there is no doubt that the reintroduction of Fusus Bruguiere in 
place of Fusinus would cause far more instability than would leaving the status quo. 

We agree, however, with Petit & Wilson that Fusus Helbling is an unsatisfactory 
name to have available for the Mediterranean species often known as Colubraria 
reticulata (de Blainville, [1829], p. 118, pi. 4D, fig. 5) (see paras. 5 and 6 of the 
application). Thris is because the rank and status of genera are uncertain in this group 
and it is possible that Fusus Helbling could threaten the stability of the much better 
known, universally accepted name Colubraria Schumacher, 1817 (pp. 76, 251). 
Although their type species are different the taxonomic distinction between these 
nominal genera is based largely on the protoconch and on differences in the shell size, 
whereas developmental differences alone are not now accepted by most authors as 
having any taxonomic significance above species level. Once again the name Colubraria 
is so well known and consistently used for a large group of tropical Indo-West Pacific 
and Caribbean gastropods that its replacement by Fusus Helbling would be a major 
upset to the stability of nomenclature (as was pointed out by Cernohorsky, 1971, 
p. 153). A junior subjective synonym, Cumia Bivona-Bernardi, 1838, is available to 
replace Fusus Helbling should the Colubraria reticulata group prove to differ from 
Colubraria at the generic level, and thus a new name would not be required. 

It should be pointed out that Iredale ( 1 9 1 5, pp. 465-466; 1 929, p. 288) twice used the 
family-group name fusidae in place of what in more recent years has been known as 
colubrariidae; the second reference was not listed by Petit & Wilson in their appli- 
cation. Iredale clearly thought Fusus Helbling a genus distinct from, but closely related 
to, Colubraria. Most authors would now agree that genera related to Colubraria belong 
in the buccinidae, so nomenclatural difficulties are unlikely to arise over the family- 
group name. 

In our opinion the best solution to this case is to reject both Fusus Helbling, 1779 
and Fusus Bruguiere, 1789. This solution will allow the greatest possible stability in 
nomenclature by maintaining the status quo, allowing continued usage of Colubraria 
Schumacher, 1817 and Fusinus Rafinesque, 1815 respectively. Suppression of Fusus 
Helbling for priority but not for homonymy will ensure that Fusus Bruguiere remains a 
junior homonym and thus invalid; in view of the doubt whether Fusus Helbling is 
available (BZN 48 : 244-245), we propose that the Commission’s plenary powers be 
used to suppress the name. 

In place of the proposals made by Petit & Wilson (BZN 48 : 94-95), the International 
Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly asked: 

(1) to use its plenary powers to suppress the generic name Fusus Helbling, 1779 for 
the purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of 
Homonymy: 

(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) Fusinus Rafinesque, 1815 (gender: masculine), type species, by subsequent 
monotypy by Lamarck (1799) of the replaced nominal genus Fusus 
Bruguiere, 1789, Murex eolus Linnaeus, 1 758; 

(b) Colubraria Schumacher, 1817 (gender: feminine), type species by monotypy 
Colubraria granulata Schumacher, 1817; 
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(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology the following names: 

(a) coins Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Murex colus (specific 
name of the type species of Fusinus Rafinesque, 1815); 

(b) granulata Schumacher, 1817, as published in the binomen Colubraria granu- 
lata (specific name of the type species of Colubraria Schumacher, 1817); 

(4) to place on the Official List of Rejected and Invalid Generic Names in Zoology 
the following names: 

(a) Fusns Helbling, 1779, as suppressed in (1) above; 

(b) Fusus Bruguiere, 1789 (a junior homonym of Fusus Helbling, 1779). 
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Comment on the proposed conservation of Laeocochlis Dunker & Metzger, 1874 
(Mollusca, Gastropoda) as the correct spelling 

(Case 2769; see BZN 48: 27-30, 322-323) 

David Heppell 

Department of Natural History, National Museums of Scotland, Edinburgh EH1 IJF, 
U.K. 

I write in reply to the comment by Drs Bouchet & Waren (BZN 48: 322-323). 

In a draft of my application I argued for the conservation of the spelling Laiocochlis 
Dunker & Metzger, 1874 on the grounds that this was the intended original spelling. I 
later changed my proposal to conserve the spelling Laeocochlis because the original 
authors had adopted the latter in their subsequent works, and because I believed that 
this spelling was in accordance with majority usage (see para. 4 on BZN 48: 28). I am' 
therefore delighted that Drs Bouchet & Waren have been able to tip the balance by 
providing more examples of the usage of Laiocochlis . Even though these authors have 
shown that there have been subsequent usages of the original spelling Laiochochlis , I 
still believe that this name should be suppressed as an incorrect original spelling, but of 
which name? Usage is actually fairly evenly divided (although Bouchet & Waren have 
not spoiled their case by giving additional examples of usage of Laeocochlis ) and, no 
doubt, reflects nothing more than authors following Thiele (1929) or Wenz (1940), 
rather than following proper latinization or original (intended) orthography. After 
agreeing to suppress the earliest spelling Laiochochlis (and also the unused spelling 
Laeochochlis) under the plenary powers, the Commission should determine the spelling 
to be placed on the Official List by a simple majority. 

When the valid name for the type species is placed on the Official List to complete the 
ruling, the name Cerithium sinistratum Nyst, 1835 should replace Triforis macandraeae 
A. Adams, 1856 in proposal (3) of para. 6 of my application. 



